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ABSTRACT
In November of 2016, Moore Archeological Consulting, Inc., conducted an
intensive pedestrian cultural resources survey of a tract of land in eastern Harris
County, Texas. The project involves a proposed expansion and improvements to an
existing park facility in far east Harris County, Texas, which covers a total area of
roughly 70 acres. The project area is bounded to the south by Highway 225, to the
east by Cary Bayou, to the west by a railroad line and Cary Cedar Bayou Road.
The project will involve improvements to the existing W. L. Jenkins Park including
construction of trails, backstops, a restroom, a splash pad, picnic facilities, a
playground, and some parking alterations. Some of the anticipated impacts within
the project area may be deeper than one (1) meter, though design of the facility has
not yet reached the stage where specifics of impacts could be known with certainty.
However, most of the impacts will be less than one meter. The proposed project
area can be found on the Mont Belvieu (299409) USGS topographical map.
The objectives of the investigation were to locate and identify cultural materials,
sites, or historic properties within the proposed impact area, and to prepare
management recommendations regarding any identified resources.
The
investigation was conducted for The City of Baytown Parks and Recreation
Department, under Texas Antiquities Permit Number 7829. The field investigations
were conducted by project archeologist Randy Ferguson, and field technician Tom
Nuckols, Catherine Jalbert, and Stephanie Orsini under the supervision of the
project’s principal investigator, Douglas Mangum.
An intensive pedestrian field survey of the project area was conducted, resulting in
97 shovel tests being excavated. Three new historic sites were recorded (two
homestead remnants [41HR1191 and 41HR1192], and a dump [41HR1198]), and
two other artifact bearing localities were examined. The historic homestead sites are
likely associated with the occupation and use of the tract by the Jenkins family who
lend their name to the park. Both sites appear to have been razed in the 1970s based
on aerial imagery, the overall paucity of artifacts, and the disturbed nature of the
soils in the positive and surrounding negative shovel tests. The dump site appears to
have been used both as a trash dump during occupation and as a place to dump
debris from the razing of the homesteads. None of the sites appear to possess
integrity or potential for future study and as a result, no further archeological work
is recommended. The other two localities proved, after additional examination, to
be historic debris either resulting from normal park usage or possibly the dumping
of debris from the demolition of the historic homesteads in the 1970s.
Artifacts (a total of three were collected) and paper records will be curated at the
Center for Archaeological Research at the University of Texas-San Antonio. In the
event that archeological deposits or features should be encountered during
construction, work should cease in the immediate vicinity and the Archeology
Division of the Texas Historical Commission contacted for further consultation.
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INTRODUCTION

In November and December of 2016, Moore Archeological Consulting, Inc., conducted an
intensive pedestrian cultural resources survey of the W. L. Jenkins Park in far eastern Harris
County, Texas. This investigation was conducted at the request of the City of Baytown (the
Client) under TAC Permit Number 7829.

The project involves proposed expansion and improvements to portions of the existing park, an
area covering roughly 70 acres. These improvements includes construction of trails, backstops, a
restroom, a splash pad, covered basketball and soccer, picnic facilities, a playground, and some
parking alterations. The project area is bounded to the south by Highway 225, to the east by
Cary Bayou, to the west by a railroad line and Cary Cedar Bayou Road. A few of the anticipated
impacts due to construction within the project area are expected to be deeper than one (1) meter,
though design of the facility has not yet reached the stage where specifics of impacts can be
known with certainty. However, most of the impacts will be less than that. The proposed project
area can be found on the Mont Belvieu (299049) USGS topographical map (See Figures 1 & 2).

The objective of the investigation was to determine the presence or absence of cultural materials
within the park tract. It also proposed to assess potentially impacted archeological sites and
provide recommendations regarding mitigation measures, if necessary. Finally it was to provide
a report of the results of the survey to the Client, the THC, and any other appropriate agencies.

The field crew excavated 97, 40 x 40-centimeter (roughly 12 x 12-inch) shovel tests during the
survey at preset intervals as described in the METHODS section of this report. Three historic
sites (41HR1191, 41HR1192, and 41HR1198) were discovered during the investigation. Project
Archeologists Randy Ferguson and crewmembers Catherine Jalbert, Stephanie Orsini, and Tom
Nuckols conducted this investigation under the supervision of the Principal Investigator, Douglas
G. Mangum.
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Figure 1. PA (in blue) on the Mont Belvieu (299409) USGS quadrangle
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Figure 2. Detail of PA (in blue) on the Mont Belvieu USGS quadrangle
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Figure 3. Detail of PA (in blue) over a 2000 aerial photograph
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS

Modern Climate

The modern climate of the Project Area can aptly be characterized as hot and wet for most of the
year. The mean annual temperature for the Study Area region is about 20 degrees Celsius (68 F),
with mean rainfalls of 117 centimeters (46”). Summer temperatures average about 34 degrees
Centigrade (93 F) with temperatures above 38 degrees (100 F) common, during the months of
July and August (Carr 1967; St. Clair et al. 1975). The average winter temperature is a mild 18
degrees Centigrade (64 F). Freezes are infrequent and of short duration, with an average of 271
frost-free days per year.

Rainfall varies from 7 centimeters (2.7”) in March to 11 centimeters (4.3”) in December, with
July to December rainfalls often supplemented by tropical fronts and storms. The rainfall
records range from a low of 45 centimeters (17.7”) to a high of 185 centimeters (72.8”).
Prevailing winds are usually from the southeast except during the winter months when
‘Northers’ sweep into the area.

Modern Flora and Fauna

Southeast Texas is within the Austroriparian biotic province near its western boundary with the
Texan province (Blair 1950:98-101). This boundary, set by available moisture levels, is marked
by pine-hardwood forests on the eastern Gulf Coastal Plain. The Project Area is situated within
the pine-oak forest subdivision of the Austroriparian province and includes, within its western
limits, portions of the coastal prairie (Tharp 1939).

Grasses within the coastal prairies and marshes vegetation area are described from a rangemanagement perspective in Hoffman et al. (nd: 45). This 4046873 hectares (10,000,000-acre)
area consists of 3844529 hectares (9,500,000 acres) of gulf prairies and 202343 hectares
(500,000 acres) of gulf marshes. The regional vegetation of the coastal prairies is characterized
as follows:
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“The principal grasses of the prairies are tall bunchgrass, including big bluestem
(Andropon gerardi), little bluestem, seacoast bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium, var.
littorus), Indiangrass, eastern gamagrass (Tripascum dactyloides), switchgrass, and gulf
cordgrass. Seashore saltgrass is common on moist saline sites. Grazing pressures have
changed the composition of the range vegetation so that the grasses now existing are
broomsedge bluestem, smutgrass, threeawns, tumblegrass and many other inferior
grasses. The other plants that have invaded the productive grasslands are oak
underbrush, macartney rose, huisache, mesquite, pricklypear, ragweed, bitter
sneezeweed, broomweed, and many other unpalatable annual weeds” (Hoffman et al. nd:
45).

The dominant floral species of the pine-oak forest subdivision of the Austroriparian biotic
province include loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), yellow pine (Pinus echinata), red oak (Quercus
rubra), post oak (Quercus stellata), and blackjack oak (Quercus marilandica). Hardwood
forests are found on lowlands within the Austroriparian and are characterized by such trees as
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora), tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica),
water oak (Quercus nigra) and other species of oaks, elms, and ashes, as well as the highly
diagnostic Spanish moss (Tillandsia usneiodes) and palmetto (Sabal glabra). Swamps are
common in the region.

Blair (1950) and Gadus (Gadus and Howard 1990:12-15) define the following mammals as
common within the Austroriparian province: white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), muskrat
(Ondatra zibethicus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), coyote (Canis latrans), opossum (Didelphis
virginiana), eastern mole (Scalopus aquaticus), eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrellus subflavus), red
bat (Lasiurus borealis), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis),
southern flying squirrel (Glaucomys volans), Baird's pocket gopher (Geomys breviceps), fulvous
harvest mouse (Reithrodonomys fulvescens), white-footed mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), marsh
rice rats (Oryzomys palustris), cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus,), packrat (Neotoma floridana),
eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), and swamp rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus.). Bison
(Bison bison) may have been present on nearby grasslands at various times in the past (Gadus
and Howard 1990:15).
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Common land turtles include eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina) and western box turtle
(Terrapene ornate), while snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentinia), mud turtle (Kinosteron spp.),
river cooter (Chrysemys concinna), and diamondback terrapin (Malaclemys terrapin) comprise
common water turtles. Common lizards include Anolis carolinensis, Sceloporus undulatus,
Leiolopisma laterale, Eumeces laticeps, Cnemidophorus sexlineatus, and Ophiosaurus ventralis.
Snakes and amphibians are also present in considerable numbers and diversity.

The resources provided by river-influenced estuarine and marsh environments were undoubtedly
of great importance to the littoral residents of southeast Texas. These resources are admirably
summarized by Gadus (Gadus and Howard 1990: 12 - 15). Estuarine fish resources cited by
Gadus include sand trout (Cynoscion arenarius), spotted sea trout (Cynoscion nebulosus),
Atlantic croaker (Micropogon undulatus), striped mullet (Mugil cephalus), southern flounder
(Paralichthysis lethostigma), shortnose gar (Lepisosteus platostomus), channel catfish (Ictalurus
punctatus), freshwater drum (Aplodinotus grunniens), red drum (Sciaenops ocellata), bluegill
(Lepomis macrochirus) and other sunfishes. Common shellfish include Rangia (Rangia
cuneata), Macoma spp., dwarf surf clam (Mulinia lateralis), oyster (Crassostrea virginica),
Vioscalba louisianae, and olive nerite (Neritina [Vitta] reclivata). Arthropods, such as shrimp
and crab, are also numerous and highly productive.

Area marshes replete with plants such as cordgrasses (Spartina spp.), reeds (Phragmites spp.),
giant millet (Setaria magna), and bullrushes (Scirpus spp.) would have formed a highly attractive
and bountiful magnet for waterfowl (Gadus and Howard 1990).
Soils and Geology

The segment of the Texas Gulf Coast encompassing the Project Area is on soils deposited over
the last million to two million years. It sits on the Beaumont Formation, bands of alluvial deltaic
soils running parallel to the coastline and laid down during a series of glacial/interglacial
intervals during the Middle to Late Pleistocene epoch. Downcutting and erosion processes
during the most recent glacial period incised and widened many of the river drainages running
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through the Beaumont Formation. After the sea levels rose during the Holocene, river valleys
filled with alluvial soils creating broad, level floodplains.

The proposed project area is depicted on sheet 98 of the Soil Survey of Harris County, Texas
(Wheeler, 1976). Three soil types appear within the project area as defined by the Soil Survey;
Lake Charles clay, Beaumont clay, and Bernard clay loam. The Lake Charles clay makes up the
bulk of the soils within the project area, roughly 95 percent of the tract. Lake Charles soils are
poorly drained, clayey ancient alluvium with a low geoarcheological potential (Abbott
2001).Beaumont clays are poorly drained clays soils of ancient alluvial origin. Bernard clay
loams are somewhat poorly drained loamy soils of ancient alluvial origin. Both Bernard and
Beaumont soils are considered to have a low geoarcheological potential (Ibid.).

The Bernard soils have potential for sandy mounds (sometimes referred to as pimple mounds) of
the sort that were frequently used by Native Americans for occupation and activity sites. Such
mounds are visible some portions of the project area in the earliest aerial photographs. However,
they are not obvious in modern aerials and none were noted by the field crew during the
investigation.

Hydrology
Distance to water is a dominant factor affecting the probability of finding prehistoric sites. Most
sites in the region are found within 300 meters (984 feet) of potable water. The most significant
water sources within 300 meters of the project area is Cary Bayou, which makes up the eastern
boundary of the project area, and an unnamed tributary to Cary Bayou, which runs parallel
roughly 100 meters south of the southern boundary.

Cary Bayou is, at this point in its channel an intermittent stream. It flows generally northwest to
southeast and, eventually, merges with Cedar Bayou roughly 1400 meters downstream. This
stream has been altered moderately in the modern era. Though there has been some disturbance
along the old channel, observations in the field suggested it is largely intact.
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The unnamed tributary to Cary Bayou appears to be a heavily modified (presumably for the
purposes of better flood control) storm drainage. It drains into Cary Bayou at the southeast
corner of the project area.

There are no other water sources within 1 kilometer of the project area.
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ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
The Project Area is within the Southeast Texas Archeological Region, which has been recently
summarized by Patterson (1995). Other recent prehistoric summaries equally pertinent to the
prehistory of the Brazoria-Fort Bend County area include Ensor (1991), and Moore and Moore
(1991). The reader is referred to these works for detailed data on the prehistory of this region.

Previous investigations in Southeast Texas have demonstrated that prehistoric people occupied
this area as early as 12,000 years ago. All through prehistory the inhabitants were nomadic
hunter-gatherers. Ensor (1990) has proposed a prehistoric cultural sequence of periods for
Southeast Texas which are as follows: Paleo-Indian (10,000-8,000 BC), Early Archaic (8,0005,000 BC), Middle Archaic (5,000-1,000 BC), Late Archaic (1,000 BC – AD 400), Early
Ceramic (AD 400-AD 800), and Late Ceramic (AD 800-AD 1750).

Evidence for prehistoric occupation of Southeast Texas is scarce in the Paleo-Indian period, and
indeed, is rather ambiguous through the Middle Archaic period (Patterson 1983; Aten 1983:156157). However, although most previously recorded sites date to the Late Archaic and Ceramic
periods, it is probable that earlier dating sites have been lost to erosion, channel cutting, and,
particularly in the case of very early sites, to rising sea level. In cases where early-dating artifacts
have been found, such as Wheat’s (1953) finds of projectile points dating from the Paleo-Indian
through Middle Archaic periods at Addicks Reservoir in western Harris County, the materials
occur in deposits with poor contextual integrity.

Sites dating from the Late Archaic through the Ceramic periods are much more commonly found
in the project vicinity. During the late Archaic period, modern climatic conditions evolved, sea
level rose and stabilized, and coastal woodlands expanded. Aten (1983) hypothesizes that an
increase in population and the establishment of seasonal rounds, including regular movement
from littoral to inland areas occurred during the Late Archaic period. Particularly relevant to the
prehistory of the Project Area are Hall’s (1981) data from the Allens Creek project in nearby
Austin County, Texas. Excavations of a large cemetery there suggest a Late Archaic trade system
that linked Southeast Texas to Central Texas and areas eastward into Arkansas. The excavation
of other, smaller cemeteries in this section of the Brazos River drainage, including some in Fort
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Bend County, has yielded similar evidence.

Aten (1983) has proposed that ceramics were introduced in the aboriginal artifact assemblage on
the Upper Texas Coast at AD 100. Ensor places the beginnings of the Early Ceramic period at
AD 400, which may be more applicable for areas inland from the coastline. The Early Ceramic
period is characterized by a continued growth in population levels. Ensor (1991) places the
beginning of the Late Ceramic at AD 800, which coincides with the introduction of the bow and
arrow. A plain sand-tempered pottery dominates throughout both parts of the Ceramic era. Story
et al. (1990) has defined the Mossy Grove Cultural Tradition for Late Prehistoric cultures in
Southeast Texas with sandy paste pottery being the principle diagnostic artifact type.

European settlement did not begin to seriously disrupt aboriginal habitation in the areas inland
from the Upper Texas Coast until after AD 1700 (Patterson 1995; 249). European diseases,
probably introduced by explorers and early traders, did begin to have impacts as early as AD
1528. At least 7 epidemics were recorded among the tribes of the study area between that date
and AD 1890 (Ewers, 1974).

The Native American group that e resided in this portion of Harris County during the historic era
was the Akokisa, a tribe linguistically linked to the Atakapans. During the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, epidemic diseases, the mission system, and the fur trade essentially
exterminated these indigenous populations.

Historic Overview

Anglo-American settlement in the Harris County area began in the early 1820s, with a
number of Mexican land grants awarded in 1824 (Henson 1996). The modern boundaries
of the county were established as Harrisburg County by the Texas Congress in 1836, and
it was renamed Harris County in 1839. The presence of the highly navigable Buffalo
Bayou stimulated economic development of the county and of the city of Houston in
particular. The establishment of six railroad lines in the area prior to the Civil War further
stimulated economic prosperity, and helped lure a steady stream of settlers to the region.
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By the second decade of the 20th century, the growing gas and oil industry was competing
with agricultural interests, and helped create a significant boom in population.

Cedar Bayou and the Development of Baytown

The project area is located in what was originally known as Cedar Bayou, before the community
became a part of Baytown in the 1950s. Though the founding date of Cedar Bayou is unknown,
the first burial was recorded in 1810 (Henson 1986). Though settlers were first attracted by
agricultural opportunities, the quality of the clay found along Cedar Bayou resulted in the
establishment of a number of brickworks (Britt 1982). The community served as a shipping port
for the locally-produced bricks and other materials to Galveston Bay, as Houston has many of its
own brickworks. Sawmills and shipyards were also major industries. A Methodist church was
established in the community in 1844, and the first school was established the year after East
(Harris County Federation of Garden Clubs, 1940). From 1870 to 1930 Cedar Bayou had its own
post office (Henson 1986). A number of ferries crossing Cedar Bayou were also established,
linking Harris and Chambers counties. By 1890 the town had a population of 200, which grew to
500 in 1947 (Henson 1986). Oil was discovered nearby in the early years of the twentieth
century, which spurred the development of Baytown. Along with the towns of Pelly and Goose
Creek, Cedar Bayou was annexed by the City of Baytown in 1955.

Land Use History Related to Jenkins Park

The current project area was originally granted to Christian Smith, one of Austin’s Original
“Three Hundred”. The Christian Smith Survey was situated straddling of the border of Harris
County with Chambers County, and Cedar Bayou is depicted as running through the center of the
Smith sitio, or 4,338 acre parcel of land (Figure 4). The Dayton-Goose Creek railroad can also be
seen on the 1896 map, crossing the north-west corner of the tract, and which borders the current
project area.

Smith arrived in the Baytown area in 1822 and gained title to the land on July 19, 1824 (Abstract
A-69, HCDR 1/128, HCDR 1/146). He died in 1839, and his land was divided among his four
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surviving children, only one of whom lived in Texas at the time. Eleanor Smith Rachel Rhea
married John Riley Rhea in 1827, and they settled along Cedar Bayou in the southwestern
quadrant of the Smith League. After Christian’s death, John Smith returned to the area from
Alabama with his wife Elizabeth and his children, and settled in the northwestern quadrant,
where the current project area is situated.

Over time, parcels of land within the Christian Smith Survey changed hands, often in a confusing
manner which is difficult to trace through deed records (Table 1, Henson 1986). Eleanor and
John Rhea had a son, Christian W. Rhea, who married Lucy Webb Rhea in late 1866. After
Christian Rhea died, Lucy married Robert Ashley Milam, grandson of Collin McKinney, one of
the signers of the Texas Declaration of Independence. Robert Milam, together with his brother
Collin M. Milam appeared to have owned, bought and leased a variety of property in the wider
area, including the current project area. They also owned the Rosamond and Milam brickyard,
and shipped bricks down Cedar Bayou to Galveston, where Robert Milam lived (Henson 1986).
Collin Milam died in 1892, and his six heirs sold portions of his properties soon afterwards.
Robert Milam acted as executor of his will.

Examination of historic maps indicate that within the twentieth century the current project area
was generally divided into three separate parcels of land: a northern, triangular-shaped portion
(bounded by the Dayton-Goose Creek railroad line and Cary Bayou), a central, generally
trapezoid-shaped parcel (also bonded to the west by the original Dayton-Goose Creek railroad
line, and to the east by Cary Bayou), and a southern, nearly rectangular portion (Figures 5 and 6).

The northernmost tip of the current project area was owned by John Beasley from at least 1955
to some point before 1970, when it appears on maps as belonging to descendants of the W.L
Jenkins family. Aerial photographs indicate it was left generally undisturbed from the mid-1940s
to about 1978, when land started to be cleared as part of park development. It appears that
ownership of this land was transferred to the City of Baytown in the early 1980s. Historic maps
from 1919, 1943, 1944, 1949 and 1961 show no evidence of any buildings.

The central portion of the tract was owned by Walter Leonard Jenkins from at least 1955 (and
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likely earlier) until his death on October 28, 1965. Earlier deed records are confusing, and it is
difficult to trace ownership of this portion of the current project area, though it may have been
owned by his parents Horace Greely Jenkins and Maude Poland, before Walter Jenkins took
ownership. At some point between 1970 and 1973, the land was sold by his heirs to the City of
Baytown (HPL Zingery maps 1955, 1968, 1973, 1980) and then developed into Jenkins Park.
Examination of an historic map from 1919 shows a building present along the southwest portion
of this part of the current project area. It is still visible in the 1943, 1944 and 1949 maps, though
it disappears by the 1961 map. In the 1943 map a road running east–west leads across this
portion of the project area to a building. This road and associated building can also be seen in the
1944, 1949, and 1961 maps. Aerial photographs indicate the building was present until after
1970, though by 1978 evidence of park construction can be seen. It is most likely that site
41HR1191 is related to this occupation but that the homestead was razed between 1970 and
1978.

In December 2016, a MAC employee was able to interview Wilyne Laughlin about this portion
of Jenkins Park. Ms. Laughlin was born in Baytown, Texas on March 3, 1941. She grew up on
Dyer Street, formerly Stewart Heights (now Baytown), approximately 3.7 miles from what was
then the Jenkins property. Stewart Heights was an incorporated city, which later became part of
what is now Baytown. The Jenkins property was considered to be part of what was then called
Cedar Bayou, which was not incorporated.

Ms. Laughlin recalls the Jenkins farm as a turkey farm in the late 1940’s and early 1950’s. She
said you could smell the stench of the animals as you passed the property. Her father, Wilmer
Laughlin, owned a service station off of Highway 146 and often traded goods with Mr. Jenkins
from his farm. Mr. Jenkins attempted to trade his property for the Laughlin’s house in Stewart
Heights in the 1950s but Mr. Wilmer Laughlin declined his offer, as he did not want to live in the
country.

Ms. Laughlin recalls the land around Cedar Bayou being utilized for mostly rice farming with
occasional corn farming. For a short time in the 1960s, Cedar Bayou was used for ranching
cattle. Later on in the 1970s the area was farmed for clover for the seed. At some point in the

15

1970s the Jenkins sold their property to the city for $250,000 according to Ms. Laughlin.

The southernmost part of the current project appears to have been purchased by John G. Martin
in December 17, 1908 from Mr. Ed Wright for the price of $717 (HCDR 228/315). This
property, used for agricultural purposes, stayed in the Martin family until late 2007, when family
members sold it to the City of Baytown (Houston Chronicle, February 14, 2008). While the map
from 1919 does not show any development, the 1943 map shows the presence of a building on
the western margin of this portion of the project tract. This building can be seen on the 1944 and
1949 maps, though it cannot be seen on the 1961 map. Aerial photographs show a cluster of
buildings in the location in 1944 through to the early 1970s, though they disappear by 1978 and
were most likely razed in advance of development of the park.

16

Figure 4. Harris County Map, November 21, 1896 (Texas General Land Office).
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Date

Grantor

Grantee

Vol/Page

Acres

July 19, 1824

Stephen F. Austin’s

Christian Smith

A-69, 1/128, 1/146,

1 sitio (4,338 acres)

Notes

“Three Hundred” grant
Jan 2, 1894

December 17,

R. A Milam (executor

Most of land, minus two small parcels which

of C.M. Milam)

have separate deed records-see 100/239,

Ed Wright

John G. Martin

John Martin

City of Baytown?

228/315

Paid $717.

1908
January 23, 2006

56.8632 acres

Described as 54 acres from Christian Smith
Survey, as described in Vol 228, Page 315.

November 30,

MARTIN FAMILY-

2007

Edna Heaslet Akers,

Christian Smith Survey as described in Vol 228,

Frances Heaslet

Page 315.

McManus Williams,
Sandra Lee White
(f/k/a Sandra Lee
McKnight, Bradley
Bogard and Christy
Bogard Gregory,
Raymond Hance
Martin, Sarah L.
Martin, Matthew
Brunson Martin and
Mary (Kathryn) M.
Jeter

Table 1. Land Ownership Records

City of Baytown

53.2345 acres

Paid $10.00, described as 54 acre tract in the
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Figure 5. Zingery Map Co, Harris County, Map No.5, 1955.
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Figure 6. Zingery Map Co, Harris County, Map No.5, 1980.
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Figure 7. 1919 USG S topographical map.

Figure 8. 1943 USGS topographical map.
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Figure 9. 1944 USGS topographical map.

Figure 10. 1949 USGS topographical map.
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Figure 11. 1961 USGS topographical map.
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PREVIOUS ARCHEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Prior to beginning field investigations, Moore Archeological Consulting, Inc.,
performed a background investigation of archeological and historical literature
relevant to the project area. Literature examined for this project includes site
inventory records on file at TARL, previous archeological investigative reports on
file at the Texas Historical Commission (THC) and Moore Archeological
Consulting, Inc. and other published literature pertinent to the current project.
The archival background search determined that there are no previously recorded
prehistoric or historical sites within 1 kilometer (km) (3280 ft.) of the proposed
project area. The nearest archeological site is located approximately 2.5 km
southeast of the project area. However, the project is located in a locale that has
few previous archeological investigations to date.

Two previous archeological surveys in the vicinity of the proposed project area
yielded negative results. One was conducted by HRA Grey and Paper for Berg
Oliver and Associates and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2007. This was a
linear survey that ended roughly 300 meters north of the current project area. A
second linear survey was conducted by Moore Archeological Consulting in 2000.
This investigation does not come closer than 500 meters to the east edge of the
current project area.
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METHODS

The pedestrian cultural resources survey covered 100% of the proposed Project Area. The
Project Archeologist and two field assistant conducted the survey. All areas of exposed
soil were examined for surface exposure of cultural remains and features. Particular
attention was paid to any landforms or features that have been determined of high
archeological probability. The survey was conducted in accordance with prevailing
standards accepted by the THC, the Council of Texas Archeologists, and Section 106
regulations.

Shovel testing was conducted in an attempt to identify buried cultural resources. Small
(40 cm by 40 cm) shovel tests were excavated within the tract in an evenly spaced pattern
(Figure 5). Shovel tests were excavated in 10-cm arbitrary levels and were excavated to
at least one meter deep or until intact basal clay or sterile deposits were reached. Each
test was documented, including information on location (utilizing a hand-held, WAAS
enabled, GPS unit), soil profile and cultural yield. Soil fill from tests was screened (when
possible) through ¼-inch hardware cloth and examined for cultural materials, and the
units were backfilled immediately. All visible surfaces were examined for historic or
prehistoric archeological materials. Surface visibility varied throughout the Project Area,
from 0% in the wooded portions to 100% in some cleared areas.

Based on the soils described in the county soil manual it was not anticipated that deep
reconnaissance (in the form of backhoe trenching) would be necessary for this project. As
a result no backhoe trenching was proposed for the investigation. If deep soils with the
potential for intact cultural deposits were observed during this survey then the need for
trenching would be reevaluated. However, no such soils were observed in the shovel tests
excavated for this project.

Any locality producing either prehistoric or historic cultural remains was recorded on
State of Texas archeological site forms for submission to THC. In addition to form
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information, photographs, plan and stratigraphic sketches and measured drawings, and
crewmembers’ daily field notes documented sites and features.

Investigations at identified sites or feature sought to determine site boundaries, depth,
nature of the archeological deposits, and the site’s state of preservation. Historic
buildings (if any) and all other archeological sites and cultural features were
photographed, mapped in plan view and plotted on USGS quadrangle maps and project
maps. When possible, recommendations for State Archeological Landmark and National
Register of Historic Places eligibility were made to the THC.

For buried or obscure sites, boundaries were delineated through a combination of soil
surface examination and shovel test excavation. Where necessary, shovel tests were dug
at 10-meter intervals radially in the cardinal directions from the presumed center of each
site until no further artifacts were encountered in two successive units (or until the
boundary of the Project Area is reached). The site boundary on each radius was presumed
to lie between the last artifact-producing test and the first sterile unit. Information on the
depth and nature of the deposits was derived from shovel test results, as well as available
surface observations.

The collection policy for this survey was that we would retain any diagnostic prehistoric
or potentially pre-1870 historic materials recovered from shovel tests, other subsurface or
surface investigations that did not prove, after extensive site delineation tests, to be
isolated artifacts or modern debris. Any non-diagnostic artifacts (either prehistoric or
historic) were recorded in the field with a basic analysis provided before the artifacts
were reburied in place. Should a site be found with significant numbers of subsurface or
surface artifacts suggestive of a major site, then the specifics of this policy may need to
be revisited.
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RESULTS

Visual examination and shovel testing was conducted throughout the park expansion
area. During this initial examination a total of 97 shovel tests were excavated (Figure 12).
Of these 25 were positive. The combination of the positive shovel tests and the surface
finds resulted in five (5) temporary site numbers being assigned. However, additional
testing and examination of the sites resulted in the determination that Temporary Sites 1
and 3 were modern debris scatters or trash dumps. Temporary Sites 2 and 4 were
determined to be the remnants of historic homestead and Temporary Site 5 to be a trash
dump or debris scatter related to the occupation of the homesteads. As a result, site forms
were submitted to TARL and trinomials were issued for those three sites (41HR1191,
41HR1192, and 41HR1198).
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Figure 12. The project area showing all sites found during this investigation. (redacted)
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Site Delineation and Determination Results
Temporary Site 1 (TS1)
This locale was found on the east side of the park in very close proximity to Cary Bayou
(Figure 13a). The initial positive test (ST8) had a two pieces of modern white-ware
which suggested that there might be an association between this locale and the historic
farmsteads visible within the project area on the 1944 aerial. However, additional shovel
testing found very few artifacts and those from disturbed deposits.

As a result of the paucity of artifacts found at this location, the shallow nature of their
deposition (all within level 1), and their modern nature, it was determined that this
location represents normal park activity and trash accumulation over time. No further
work is recommended at TS1 and the location was not recorded as a site.
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Figure 13a. Map of Temporary Site 1 (redacted)
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TS1, ST8
Level 1: Two white-ware sherds, one conical rifle bullet fragment.

Figure 13b.1 Artifacts from TS1, ST8

TS1, ST53
Level 1: One curved green glass shard.

Figure 13c. TS1, ST53 artifact
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TS1, ST 55
Level 1: Seven thick curved clear glass shards, probably coke bottle.

Figure 13d. TS1, ST55 artifacts

TS1, ST94
Level 1: One curved clear glass shard, similar to that of ST55.

Figure 13e. TS1, ST94 artifact
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41HR1191 (Temporary Site 2)
Site 41HR1191 (originally Temporary Site 2) was found in the north central portion of
the project area and is almost certainly related to the concentration of buildings clearly
visible on the 1944 aerial (Figure 14a). These likely represent a farmstead, of the Jenkins
family from whom the park takes part of its name (see section on Land Use History
above). A total of 13 positive shovel tests were excavated as part of delineating the site.

41HR1191 is roughly 130 meters east to west and 80 meters north to south and
approximately 2.6 acres in size. The structures believed to be associated with the site do
not show on the 1919 topographic map but they do appear on the 1943 topographic map.
Based on this it would appear that the farmstead was constructed between 1919 and 1943.
Further records research might narrow the timeline of construction. A review of aerial
imagery of the tract suggests that the farmstead structure was razed and the ground
surface scraped and/or leveled at some point in the mid-1970s. This is supported by the
disturbed nature of the soils in the area of the positive shovel tests (see Appendix A).

The site has no obvious above-ground feature remnants. The site is located in the main
activity area of the park beginning just east of the northern most baseball diamond and
extending eastward to the playground. The north side of the site is bounded by a parking
lot as is much of the southern end. There are park facilities built through the site
including a force main sewer facility, a road, and several parts of the trail system.
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Figure 14a. Map of 41HR1191 (redacted)

34

41HR1191, ST19
Level 1: Two curved clear glass shards, one round nail, a scatter of shell fragments
Level 2: Three round nail fragments, four barbed wire fragments, one brick fragment, a
scatter of shell fragments

Figure 14b. 41HR1191, ST19 artifacts

35

41HR1191, ST20
Level 1: One clear plastic bead, one tin/iron can, crushed, six brick fragments, one round
nail fragment, two nail fragments indeterminate, four wire fragments, a scatter of shell
fragments
Level 2: One flat iron fragment, one indeterminate iron fragment, three brick fragments.

Figure 14c. 41HR1191, ST20 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST49
Level 1: Numerous small brick fragments
Level 2: One curved amber glass fragment

Figure 14d. 41HR1191, ST49 artifacts
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41HR1191, TS50
Level 1: Two round nails, five wire (iron), three bone (non-human), five curved clear
glass shards, one bottle top clear, one brick fragment, two white-ware sherds, a scatter of
shell fragments

Figure 14e. 41HR1191, ST50 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST62
Level 1: Six nail fragments, indeterminate, one curved clear glass shard, one iron wire
fragment.
Level 2: Six nail fragments indeterminate, one flat iron fragment, one curved clear glass
shard, one flat clear glass shard, two white-ware sherds, two brick fragments

Figure 14f. 41HR1191, ST62 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST63
Level 2 and 3: One square nail, two round nails, two indeterminate iron, five brick
fragments, one curved amber glass shard, two flat clear glass shards, one curved green
glass shard, ten curved milk glass shards twenty one curved clear glass shards, four
white-ware sherds.

Figure 14g. 41HR1191, ST63 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST69
Level 1: Twenty brick fragments, one round nail, one nail fragment indeterminate, one
barbed wire fragment, one insulated multi-strand copper wire fragment
Level 2: Twenty brick fragments, five mortar fragments, three indeterminate iron, two
curved green glass shards, one curved clear glass shard, one white-ware sherd
Level 3: Two brick fragments, one white-ware sherd, one curved clear glass shard, one
square nail, one indeterminate iron

Figure 14h. 41HR1191, ST69 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST70
Level 1 to 3: Three round nails, eight brick fragments, one clear curved glass shard, six
flat clear glass shards, four indeterminate iron, four bone (non-human), shell scatter

Figure 14i. 41HR1191, ST70 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST71
Level 1: Four round nails, one iron wire fragment, one brick fragment, shell scatter
Level 2: One copper wire fragment, three brick fragments, shell scatter
Level 3: Four bone (non-human), one lead tire weight, one barbed wire staple, two round
nails, one brick fragment
Level 4: one square nut, one round nail, three brick fragments

Figure 14j. 41HR1191, ST71 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST73
Level 1: curved milk glass shard

Figure 14k. 41HR1191, ST73 artifact
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41HR1191, ST74
Levels 1 and 2: Twenty three brick fragments

Figure 14l. 41HR1191, ST74 artifacts
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41HR1191, ST95
Level 1: One curved amber glass, shell scatter
Level 2: shell scatter
Level 3: One round nail, shell scatter
Level 4: Three brick fragments, shell and siliceous gravel scatter

Figure 14m. 41HR1191, ST95 artifacts

The artifact assemblage combined with the topographic maps appear to suggest an origin
date as early as the first part of the twentieth century, but no earlier than 1919. There are
in the assemblage a few square nails, some low fired brick fragments, and glass shards
that suggest it was built closer to 1919, but more archival research would be needed to
confirm this.
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Based on the results of our investigation at the site and available aerial imagery it appears
that the farmstead and other structures associated with 41HR1191 were razed at some
point in the 1970s. It would also appear that much of the debris from this demolition was
either removed or dumped as fill in various locales within the park. The site retains no
integrity and as a result it is not recommended that further archeological investigations be
conducted before the onset of the proposed construction.

Temporary Site 3
Temporary Site 3 (TS3) is located in the central portion of the project just south of site
41HR1191 (Figure 15a). This site is roughly 45 meters from north to south and 10 meters
east to west in size. There were no above ground features remaining and no features
observed in the shovel tests. The site is just east of the main park entry road, just south of
the skateboard park in an open, grassy area.

Based on the low volume of artifacts recovered from TS3 and a review of aerial imagery
and topographical maps, it appears that this site represents nothing more than a scatter of
mid-twentieth century debris. In addition to the low number of artifacts, it appears that
this locale was impacted by construction of park facilities and/or infrastructure in the
1970s, which may explain the presence of a few artifacts at 10-30 cmbs. The site does
not appear to have any significance or integrity and it is not recommended that any
additional archeological work take place here before the onset of construction of the park
improvements.
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Figure 15a. Map of Temporary Site 3 (redacted)
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TS3, ST22
Level 3: One curved clear glass

Figure 15b. TS3, ST22 artifact

TS3, ST83
Level 2: One round nail with lead washer

Figure 15c. TS3, ST83 artifact
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TS3, ST86
Level 1: One fragment of asbestos building material
Level 2: Five fragments of asbestos building material, one round nail

Figure 15d. TS3, ST86 artifact
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41HR1192 (Temporary Site 4)
Site 41HR1192 (initially recorded as Temporary Site 4) was found in the western portion
of the project area located just east of Cary Bayou Road (Figure 16a) and appears to be a
farmstead. The site is roughly one (1) acre in size. A structure appears at the site location
on the 1944 aerial map and on the 1919 topographic map. Further records searches might
narrow down the construction date of this farmstead, but it appears to be related to the
Jenkins family ownership of the property. A local informant indicated that this portion of
the Jenkins property was utilized for some time for raising turkeys (see Land Use History
section above). There may have been both a home and structures associated with turkey
farming present at this locale. However, given the smells associated with the fowl
farming it is possible that the Jenkins family lived at 41HR1191 and that 41HR1192 was
for the animals only, thus giving the Jenkins some distance from the “stench”.

There are straight alignments of trees within the site area that may be remnants of fence
lines once extant on the farmstead location. There is also a power pole and square
wooden posts and iron t-posts that are still extant and which may be indicative of activity
at the farmstead.
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Figure 16a. Map of 41HR1192 (readacted)
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41HR1192, ST 47
Level 2: Two brick fragments, four white-ware sherds, two molded transfer print sherds
(collected), nine round nail fragments, one barbed wire fragment, one curved amber glass
shard,
Level 3: Four square nails, two round nails, one sharp iron tool with lead coating
(collected).

Figure 16b. 41HR1192, ST47 artifacts
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41HR1192, ST 87
Level 1: Two brick fragments, one ceramic electrical insulator, shell scatter
Level 2: Six white-ware sherds, one curved olive glass shard, two curved amber glass
shards, one curved molded clear glass shard, three bone (non-human), fifteen
indeterminate iron, eleven brick fragments
Level 3: Two brick fragments, one nail (indeterminate)

Figure 16c. 41HR1192, ST87 artifacts
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41HR1192, ST 88
Level 2: Two brick fragments, one round nail

Figure 16d. 41HR1192, ST88 artifacts
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41HR1192, ST 89
Level 1: One mortar, one iron wire
Level 2: Two curved brown glass shards, one curved clear glass shard, two brick
fragments, one slate glazed stoneware sherd, one indeterminate iron, one milk glass jar
lid liner shard with “/sars”

Figure 16e. 41HR1192, ST89 artifact

56

41HR1192, ST 90
Level 1: scatter of brick fragments, scatter of shell fragments
Level 2: scatter of brick fragments, scatter of shell fragments
Level 3: few brick fragments, one curved brown glass shard, one white-ware sherd

Figure 16f. 41HR1192, ST90 artifact
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41HR1192, ST 91
Level 1: Numerous siliceous pea gravel and shell fragments
Level 2: Few shell fragments, five brick fragments, one curved clear glass shard, one nail
fragment (indeterminate)

Figure 16g. 41HR1192, ST91 artifacts

58

Based on the artifact assemblage, the depth at which some artifacts were found, and the
review of older aerial images and topographical maps, it appears that the structures
associated with 41HR1192 originated in the early twentieth century or possibly in the
latter part of the nineteenth century. This is based on the square nail/round nail mixture,
low fired brick fragments, and the pieces of transfer print and salt glazed stoneware
sherds. This interpretation is supported by the appearance of at least one structure in the
earliest topographical map of the project area dating to 1919. However, the farmstead and
other structures associated with 41HR1192 appear to have been demolished entirely at
some point in the 1970s. This razing of the structures appears to have involved significant
ground disturbance as evidenced by disturbed soils in the upper 20-30 centimeters of all
of the positive shovel tests (see Appendix A). It would also likely that at the bulk of the
debris from this demolition was either removed or dumped as fill in other portions of the
project area. Only the alignment of trees, the single power pole, and posts remain
relatively intact. Otherwise 41HR1192 retains little integrity and as a result it is not
recommended that further archeological investigations be conducted before the onset of
the proposed construction.

41HR1198 (Temporary Site 5)
This site was located in the southeast portion of the project area in the wooded part of the
tract near Cary Bayou (Figure 17a). The site consists of a trash dump that contains a
small number of artifacts from the late-nineteenth century and a larger number from the
early to mid-twentieth century. The site is situated along a natural erosional gully that is
1-meter in depth at its deepest and very narrow. There are no structures visible in any of
the aerial or topographical images for the project area that would suggest occupation or
other farm use. There appears to be very little depth component to the site and most of the
artifacts are visible on the surface or immediately beneath the leaf litter.

It is felt that 41HR1198 is probably a historic dump related to one or both of the historic
sites (41HR1191 and 41HR1192) found during this investigation. Originally the site was
thought to likely be the result of the disposal of debris from the razing of the two sites
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and that as such it did not constitute a “site” proper. However, in his review of the
original draft report, Bill Martin of the Texas Historical Commission commented on the
presence of glassware in one of the photographs from the original draft report (Figure
17b), including some intact bottles, an amethyst glass bottle fragment, and bottles with
what appeared to be a tooled finish (letter from Bill Martin dated June 29, 2017). The
amethyst glass and tooled bottles suggested an earlier date for at least some of the
materials, with amethyst glass being uncommon after 1917 and tooled finish being
indicative of glassware from the 1890s. As a result, the age range of the artifacts from the
site was pushed further back. Mr. Martin also suggested that intact bottles in the dump
indicated it may have been used actively during occupation, rather than being the result
of the razing of the nearby farmsteads. Based on Mr. Martin’s comments, the original
determination was revised and the locale was submitted as a site and issued the trinomial
41HR1198.

As Mr. Martin suggested, it is possible that this locale was simply the preferred dumping
ground for these farmsteads during their active occupation. However, the presence of
broken bricks, plumbing fragments, electrical conduits, broken window glass, and other
building material suggests that the source of at least some of the material present in the
site is the razing of one or both farmsteads in the 1970s. The most likely interpretation of
this information is that the site was used both as an ongoing trash dump during
occupation and as a dump site for the razing of 41HR1191 and 41HR1192.
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Figure 17a. Map of 41HR1198 (redacted)
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41HR1198, near ST 92
Surface artifacts: One cobalt blue glass bottle (screw top), one brown glass bottle (screw
top with plastic lid), two brown glass bottles (screw top), one clear glass bottle (screw
top), one brown glass bottle base, assorted glass fragments, one amethyst glass bottle top
(non-screw top), one shoe heal (rubber), one sheet lead fragment (plumbing), one
electrical conduit junction box (iron), one white-ware sherd. Note that the artifacts in the
image below were gathered together for the photograph and are not in situ.

Figure 17b. 41HR1198, ST92 area surface scatter. These artifacts were gathered together and are
not in situ.

62

41HR1198, near ST 93
Surface artifacts: Three large low-fired brick fragments, two large crushed cans (tin/iron),
five cast iron stove fragments (some decorative), two clear glass bottle tops (soda), one
clear bottle top (milk), miscellaneous glass shards, one large white-ware crock sherd, two
small white-ware sherds, one red-ware sherd. Note that the artifacts in the image below
were gathered together for the photograph and are not in situ.

Figure 17c. 41HR1198, ST93 area surface scatter. These artifacts were gathered together and are
not in situ.

Based on the mixed artifact assemblage at 41HR1198, the fact that the artifacts were
found on the surface, and the review of older aerial images and topographical maps, it
appears that 41HR1198 was a trash site associated with 41HR1191 and/or 41HR1192. At
least some of the debris appears to have been dumped during occupation while other
items appear to be the remnant of the demolition of the structures associated with the
historic sites in the 1970s. In either case, 41HR1198 seems to retain little integrity and as
a result it is not recommended that further archeological investigations be conducted
before the onset of the proposed construction.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

It is the recommendation of Moore Archeological Consulting that no further
archeological investigations are necessary in the project area before commencement of
work for the proposed park expansion and improvements. This recommendation is based
on the negative findings in the bulk of the project area and on the lack of integrity or
significance in those sites that were identified.

Three new historic sites (41HR1191, 41HR1192, and 41HR1198) were recorded
and two other locales were investigated as potential sites. These latter locales
proved, upon more intensive investigation to be mid-to-late twentieth century
debris scatters or intentional dumping grounds (likely from the 1970s period)
rather than actual sites and thus were not recorded as such. All three of the historic
sites are likely tied to the occupation of the tract by the Jenkins family.

None of the three sites appears to retain significant integrity, and evidence from
the soils observed and aerial photographs examined strongly suggests the
farmsteads were razed in the 1970s as part of development of Jenkins Park. In the
case of 41HR1198, it appears that the site was used both as a dumping ground for
one or both of the two historic sites during their occupation and as a place to dump
debris from the razing of the historic structures. None of the sites are considered
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places or as a State
Archeological Landmark. As a result it is felt that these historic sites do not have
any archeological research potential beyond what has already been established by
this investigation. Thus it is recommended that no further archeological
investigations be conducted before work begins on the park improvements.

Should archeological deposits or features be encountered during work on the
improvements, it is advised that work on the improvements cease in the immediate area
of the finds and the Archeology Division of the Texas Historical Commission should be
contacted for consultation.
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APPENDIX 1
SHOVEL TEST INVENTORY
ST
#

status +/‐,
site #
1 negative
2 negative
3 negative

4 negative

5 negative

6 negative

depth

profile description

Location description

0‐35
35‐50
0‐30
30‐50
0‐25

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr4/2 dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
7.5yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay

SE portion of PA, wooded

25‐50

mottled 10yr4/1 dark gray, 10yr6/2 light
brownish gray, and 10yr5/8 yellowish brown
clay, probable disturbance from animal
burrow.

0‐34
34‐50

10yr2/2 very dark brown loamy clay
10yr2/1 black loamy clay

0‐18
18‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay
7.5yr3/1 very dark gray clay

SE portion of PA, wooded
SE portion of PA, wooded

SE portion of PA, elevated area around large
pine tree.
SE portion of PA, wooded, on location of
burned bridge timbers for Cedar Bayou old
crossing.
SE portion of PA, wooded, near drainage to
south with modern debris.

0‐28
28‐50
0‐50
0‐23
23‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
7.5yr3/1 very dark gray clay
7.5yr2.5/1 black clay
10yr4/2 dark grayish brown clay
7.5yr3/1 very dark gray clay

negative
negative
negative
negative

0‐10
0‐15
15‐50
0‐43
43‐50
0‐45
45‐55
0‐65
0‐80
0‐50
0‐42

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
fill
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
clay fill
10yr2/1 black clay
clay fill
clay fill
clay fill
clay fill

east side of PA, open area.
north side of PA, open area.
north side of PA, open area.
north side of PA, open area.

17 negative

42‐55
0‐10

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay,
intact
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown sandy loam

north side of PA, open area.

7 negative
8 positive, TS1
negative,
9 TS1
10 negative
11 negative
12 negative
13
14
15
16

east side of PA just south of trail.
east side of PA, open, picnic area.
delineation of TS1 in picnic area, only
excavating through cultural zone.
east side of PA, open, picnic area.
east side of PA, open, picnic area.
east side of PA, open, picnic area.
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10‐50
0‐50

10yr4/2 grayish brown sandy clay
10yr2/1 black clay

north central PA near parking lot.

0‐23

10yr3/3 dark brown loamy clay, disturbed
with shell and historic artifacts.

just outside centerfield fence of
northernmost baseball field.

23‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay,
intact

20 positive,TS2

0‐18
18‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with historic debris and a dense
layer of shell at top tapering to none at
bottom.
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

21 negative

0‐23
23‐50

clay fill with gravel shell and modern debris.
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

0‐30
30‐50
0‐16
16‐50
0‐30
30‐50
0‐22
22‐50
0‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
somewhat disturbed with modern debris
10yr2/1 black clay
10yr4/2 dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr5/1 gray clay
10yr2/1 black clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr2/1 black clay
10yr2/1 black clay

0‐17
17‐50
0‐26
26‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr2/1 black clay

negative
negative
negative
negative

0‐50
0‐8
8‐50
0‐50
0‐48
0‐50
0‐60

10yr2/1 black clay
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr2/1 black clay
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
10yr2/1 black clay

southeast section of PA, wooded.
southern portion of PA, open field.
southwest portion of PA, open field.
southwest portion of PA, open field.

negative,
35 TS3
36 negative

0‐30
0‐50

10yr2/1 black clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay

TS3, delineation excavation only through
cultural zone.
SW portion of PA near TS4

0‐12
12‐42

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay,
disturbed
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

18 negative
19 positive,TS2

22 positive,TS3
23 negative
24 negative
25 negative
26 negative
27 negative
28 negative

29 negative
30 negative
31
32
33
34

37 negative

near playground in north central portion of
PA.

central portion of PA in open field.

central portion of PA south of skate park.
In dog park southeast portion of PA.
In dog park southeast portion of PA.
east portion of PA, east of dog park.
southeast portion of PA, wooded.
south portion of PA just south of dog park,
open field.
middle southern portion of PA in open field.
south portion of PA just south of dog park,
open field.
southern portion of PA open field.

southern portion of PA open field.
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38 negative
39 negative
negative,
40 TS4
41 negative

42 negative
43 negative

44 negative
45 negative

46 negative

47 positive, TS4

negative,
48 TS4
negative,
49 TS2

50 positive, TS2
negative,
51 TS1
negative,
52 TS1

53 positive, TS1

42‐48
0‐50
0‐50

10yr4/2 dark grayish brown clay with many
calcium carbonate concretions
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
10yr3/1 very dark gray loamy clay

0‐30
0‐30
30‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay
disturbed clay with oyster shell.
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

western portion of PA
western portion of PA near baseball fields

0‐10
10‐50
0‐20
20‐50

very dark grayish brown clay, disturbed with
some concrete.
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact
sandy loam fill
clay fill

just outside southern most baseball field
outfield.

50‐62
0‐50
0‐9
9‐40
40‐70
0‐6
6‐60

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed at top
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay
sandy loam fill
clay fill
10yr2/1 black loamy clay
sandy loam fill
10yr2/1 black loamy clay

0‐18

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay loam,
disturbed with distinct oyster shell layers at
9 and 16 cmbs.

18‐45

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, disturbed in
upper 10, intact thereafter.

0‐50

10yr2/1 black clay

western portion of PA

0‐20
20‐50

10yr2/1 black clay, disturbed
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐13
13‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown sandy
loam, disturbed with oyster shell and
historic artifacts.
10yr4/1 dark gray clay, intact.

0‐20
20‐50

clay fill with shell, concrete, gravel and other
modern debris.
2.5y3/1 very dark gray clay

0‐30
30‐50

clay fill with modern debris
2.5y3/1 very dark gray clay

0‐10

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay loam,
disturbed

central portion of PA, open field
central portion of PA, open field

in northern most baseball field infield.
West of northernmost baseball park
west portion of PA, west of baseball fields

western portion of PA.

western portion of PA.

north central portion of PA

eastern portion of PA

eastern portion of PA

eastern portion of PA

70

negative,
54 TS1
55 positive, TS1
negative,
56 TS1
negative,
57 TS1
negative,
58 TS2
negative,
59 TS2

negative,
60 TS2
negative,
61 TS2
62 positive, TS2

negative,
63 TS2
negative,
64 TS2
negative,
65 TS2

negative,
66 TS2
negative,
67 TS2

10‐20

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay loam,
intact

0‐10

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

eastern portion of PA

0‐13

7,5yr2.5/1 black clay disturbed with historic
artifacts

eastern portion of PA

0‐50

7,5yr2.5/1 black clay, intact

eastern portion of PA

0‐10

7,5yr2.5/1 black clay, intact

eastern portion of PA

0‐20
20‐30

sandy loam fill with oyster shell
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐10
10‐30
30‐40

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay fill
gravel fill
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

0‐10
10‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown sandy
loam, disturbed
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

0‐12
12‐30
0‐7

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown sandy
loam, disturbed
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact
10yr3/3 dark brown sandy loam, disturbed

7‐20
20‐43

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

43‐50

mottled 10yr5/8 yellowish brown and
10yr4/1 dark gray clay, intact.

0‐30
30‐45

10yr2/1 black clay, disturbed with historic
artifacts
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

0‐13
13‐30

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact
10yr4/1 dark gray clay, intact.

north central portion of PA

0‐5
5‐10
10‐35

10yr3/3 dark brown sandy loam, fill
10yr7/4 very pale brown sand, fill
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐30

10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐10
10‐28

10yr3/4 dark yellowish brown sandy clay
loam, intact.
10yr5/2 grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

north central portion of PA

north central portion of PA

north central portion of PA
north central portion of PA

north central portion of PA

71

negative,
68 TS2

0‐16
16‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with modern debris
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐25
25‐40

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with shell and historic artifacts
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

70 positive, TS2

0‐30
30‐44

10yr2/1 black clay, disturbed with historic
artifacts
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

71 positive, TS2

0‐10
10‐13

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with shell and historic artifacts
shell lens

north central portion of PA

13‐20

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with shell and historic artifacts

20‐40
40‐55

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, disturbed with
historic artifacts
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

72 positive, TS2

0‐18
18‐33

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with shell and historic artifacts
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

73 positive, TS2

0‐10
10‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with historic artifacts
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

74 positive, TS2

0‐20
20‐30

10yr5/1 gray clay, disturbed with historic
artifacts
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐11
11‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with shell
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐15
15‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with modern debris
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐30

10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐11
11‐30

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐10
10‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

north central portion of PA

0‐12

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell

69 positive, TS2

negative,
75 TS2
negative,
76 TS2
negative,
77 TS2
negative,
78 TS2
negative,
79 TS2
negative,
80 TS2
negative,
81 TS2

north central portion of PA

72

negative,
82 TS2

83 positive, TS3
negative,
84 TS3
negative,
85 TS3

86 positive, TS3

87 positive, TS4

88 positive, TS4

89 positive, TS4

90 positive, TS4

91 positive, TS4

negative,
92 TS5

12‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

0‐12

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell

12‐30

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay with 10yr6/6
brownish yellow clay at base, disturbed with
shell.

0‐20
20‐30

10yr4/1 dark gray clay loam, disturbed with
historic artifact
10yr4/1 dark gray clay loam, intact

central portion of PA

0‐32

10yr2/1 black clay, intact

central portion of PA

0‐30

10yr2/1 black clay, intact

central portion of PA

0‐22
22‐36

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell, gravel and other
artifacts
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

central portion of PA

0‐10

10yr2/1 black loam, disturbed with historic
artifacts

western portion of PA

10‐30
30‐40

10yr2/1 black clay, disturbed with historic
artifacts
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

0‐20
20‐30

10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, disturbed with
historic artifacts.
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

0‐20

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell and historic
artifacts

20‐30
30‐40

10yr2/1 black loam, disturbed with historic
artifacts
10yr2/1 black clay, intact

0‐26
26‐38

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell and historic
artifacts
10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact

0‐20

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with few shell, gravel and historic
artifacts

20‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown loamy clay,
intact

0‐50

10yr2/1 black clay, intact

north central portion of PA

western portion of PA

western portion of PA

western portion of PA

western portion of PA

southeast portion of PA

73

93 positive, TS5
94 positive, TS1

95 positive, TS2

negative,
96 TS1
negative,
97 TS3

0‐50

10yr2/1 black clay, intact, historic artifact in
upper 10cm.

0‐15
15‐18

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay,
disturbed with historic artifacts
2.5y3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

0‐35
35‐37
37‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay fill with
few shell throughout and historic artifacts
shell lens
10yr4/2 dark grayish brown clay, intact

0‐15
15‐50

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

east portion of PA

0‐15
15‐30

10yr3/2 very dark grayish brown clay, intact
10yr3/1 very dark gray clay, intact

central portion of PA

southeast portion of PA
east portion of PA

north central portion of PA
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APPENDIX B: PHOTOGRAPHS

Photograph 1. Cary Bayou on the eastern edge of the project area.

Photograph 2. Typical maintained area within park.
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Photograph 3. Line of trees at 41HR1192

Photograph 4. Decayed wooden post at 41HR1192
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Photograph 5. Central portion of project area looking towards 41HR1191.

Photograph 6. Shovel testing in the wooded portion of the project area.
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APPENDIX C: COLLECTED ARTIFACTS

Although dozens of artifacts were documented during this investigation, only three
diagnostic artifacts were kept. This was as per the collections policy described in the
Methods section of this report. All three artifacts (which included a pair of refit modern
ceramic rim sherds) were found at 41HR1192.
SITE
NUMBER

SHOVEL
TEST
NUMBER

DEPTH

LV
L

SPECIMEN
NUMBER

CLASS

COUNT

MATERIA
L

41HR1192

47

10‐20

2

1

Modern
Ceramic

2

Ceramic

41HR1192

47

20‐30

3

1

Iron
Other

1

Iron/Zinc?

DESCRIPTION/COMMENTS
Red transfer ware rim
sherds with molded edges
refit on old break. Ca. AD
1830 through modern era.
Possible hot‐dipped
galvanized nail or tool
fragment with partial zinc
sheath intact

